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ABSTRACT
The concept of “connectedness with nature” is increasingly used in environ-
mental and sustainability discourse. However, this construct has also been 
critiqued and proponents charged with harboring an ambivalence that par-
adoxically reinforces a sense of separation from “nature”. We respond to one 
critique by demonstrating that whilst problematizing aspects of “connected-
ness with nature” has merit, selective use of examples misconstrues efforts in 
this field, undermines common ground and conflates theoretical conceptu-
alizations with practical implementation. In addressing problems of percep-
tion and praxis, we emphasize the primacy of direct experience in shaping 
ways of knowing and recommend integral ecology (based on Wilber’s integral 
theory) as an inclusive framework for attending to multiple perspectives on 
the human-nature relationship.
Introduction
Recent reviews of the “connectedness with nature” (CWN) or “human-nature connection” (HNC) construct 
find that progress has been made in furthering conceptual understanding, measurement and application of 
the construct in ways that positively support the cognitive, emotional and (bio) physical aspects of human-na-
ture interactions (Ives et al., 2017; Restall & Conrad, 2015; Zylstra, Knight, Esler, & Le Grange, 2014). However, 
Ives et al. (2017, p. 106) found that research on the topic has largely focused on CWN/HNC as “mind”, as 
“experience” and as “place” and is characterized by “a plurality of disciplinary and conceptual perspectives, 
language, methods and research approaches” that has fragmented literature and perhaps limited the effec-
tiveness of practical applications in the field. Greater effort is therefore needed toward transdisciplinary 
research that explores how CWN/HNC research can: (i) pursue greater cross-pollination and integration of 
methods and approaches; (ii) extend beyond individuals (in predominantly Western societies) so as to better 
inform socially and culturally relevant strategies promoting environmentally responsible behavior; (iii) move 
beyond local scales so as to be useful to (conservation) policy, planning and management; and (iv) increase 
guidance for implementation in, e.g. environmental education and sustainability interventions aimed at 
children and adults (Ives et al., 2017; Restall & Conrad, 2015; Zylstra et al., 2014). Fletcher (2017) presents 
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that remind us of the social-cultural constructions that inevitably influence praxis in this field. We welcome 
such input, though clarification is required to ensure useful direction emerges from this discussion.
Fletcher’s (2017, p. 1) primary assertion is that the concept of “connection with nature” as used in 
environmental education paradoxically reinforces a sense of separation from “nature” and thus requires 
greater investigation. Whilst this may be true within certain contexts, we challenge some of Fletcher’s 
(2017) assertions in terms of how supporting evidence is portrayed and question whether political ecology 
alone is likely to deepen our understanding of the human-nature relationship. Without discounting the 
political ecology viewpoint, we propose a more inclusive integral approach for framing future dialog 
around human-nature connectedness and seek to provide a pragmatic roadmap to guide educators in 
navigating contested terrains.
Framing CWN using a straw man
Fletcher (2017) takes issue with conceptualizations made in our review of CWN (Zylstra et al., 2014). 
The most pertinent - and perhaps the primary thrust of Fletcher’s (2017) article – relates to the “anthro-
pocentric human construction [of “nature”], driven by and entrenched in a human-nature binary” 
(Dickinson, 2013, p. 14–15 in Fletcher 2017, p. 4). Fletcher (2017), p. 4) acknowledges that he does not 
intend to single us out for our apparent “ambivalence”. However, in pursuit of problematizing, Fletcher 
(2017) focuses heavily on conceptualizations (or “definitions” as he terms them) of “nature” presented 
in our review (Zylstra et al., 2014) concluding that:
Hence, in the same discussion we find three simultaneous yet mutually exclusive definitions of the common term: 
(1) nature as an entity in the world excluding humans; (2) nature as an entity including humans; (3) nature as not 
an entity at all but rather a culturally specific conceptual construction (Fletcher 2017, p. 4)
We acknowledge that the different representations and contestations of “nature” could have been more 
thoroughly interrogated in the prefacing terminology section of our review. However, in citing our text out 
of its necessary chronology and context, Fletcher (2017) creates somewhat of a straw man argument that 
distorts our epistemological position. The charge of three simultaneous definitions is erroneous. Only one 
is presented and we preface this with a repudiation that Fletcher (2017) misinterprets as another “definition”:
“Nature” is largely a social-cultural construction and its conceptualization will vary across—and inevitably be 
influenced by—such contexts, including disciplinary epistemologies. Readers should remain mindful of what is 
“nature” when reflecting on this review’s implications (Zylstra et al., 2014, p. 121)
We state that this conceptualization of “nature” is paradoxical and problematic in perpetuating the 
“human/nature divide” (Zylstra et al., 2014, p. 121).However, Fletcher (2017) overlooks the purpose of 
a review, which is to synthesize and accurately and precisely present the terminology and nomenclature 
that have currency in literature.
After defining the root “connect”, we address the various CWN terminologies in use (e.g. connection 
to nature, nature connection) noting explicitly that:
We prefer “connectedness with nature” (CWN) instead of “connectedness to nature” because it evokes the subtle 
yet important idea that (1) humans are already an intimate part of nature and (2) that the state imbues a sense of 
reciprocity and mutualism (Zylstra et al., 2014, p. 121–122).
Yet Fletcher (2017) reproaches us for providing another mutually exclusive “definition” of nature 
that clearly was not our intention. Rather, and in support of Fletcher’s (2017) broader thesis, we were 
attempting to alleviate the human-nature binary by reflecting on current terminology and specifically 
proposing a more precise term that we believe narrows the conceptual divide between people and 
nature. It is true that many definitions used in the CWN/HNC literature either leave “nature” unde-
fined (see Ives et al., 2017 who note such absences) or portray “nature” as the non-human biophysical 
environment, despite a long history of debate with multiple interpretations and definitions in use 
across the fluid social-ecological spectrum (Cleary, Fielding, Bell, Murray, & Roiko, 2017; Hartig, 
Mitchell, de Vries, & Frumkin, 2014). In this vein, we proposed a working definition of CWN as being:
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a stable state of consciousness comprising symbiotic cognitive, affective, and experiential traits that reflect, through 
consistent attitudes and behaviors, a sustained awareness of the interrelatedness between one’s self and the rest of 
nature (Zylstra et al., 2014, p. 126)
Fletcher (2017) appears to overlook pertinent material in our review that tempers some of the criti-
cisms leveled. For example, we explicitly recognize that “the call to reconnect seeks to overcome peoples’ 
general perception as being separate from, and typically outside and above, nature and ecology (e.g., 
food-webs)”, noting that the “blind spot” of being unable to see oneself as part of nature is a “key con-
tributor to ongoing environmental destruction” (Zylstra et al., 2014, p. 123). We highlight that the human/
nature “hyperseparation” embedded in the Western1 discourse is linked to pervasive and largely subcon-
scious)cognitive assumptions which split a unified relational and subjective ‘reality’ into an absolutist 
objective ‘Reality’ (Sewall, 1999; Zylstra et al., 2014). We review drivers behind the Westernized “discon-
nect” from nature and present a typology of this physical and psychological separation (Zylstra et al., 
2014, p.122), emphasizing that “all drivers are likely to have been influenced by - or are a result of - cultural 
norms or discourses” and may stem from entrenched historical narratives (Zylstra et al., 2014, p. 122). 
Ultimately, we tie this to a pervasive “crisis in consciousness” fueled by, among other factors, ingrained 
forms of dualistic thought (Zylstra et al., 2014, p. 123).
Many of the practices for bolstering CWN/HNC detailed elsewhere in our review (Zylstra et al., 2014) 
are designed specifically for the purpose of encouraging a worldview that sees human nature and non-hu-
man nature as an inseparable relationship. Yet we still agree, as Fletcher (2017), p. 4) also points out in 
citing Argyrou (2005), that the conceptual separation remains since “in order to occupy the vantage 
point from which one can perceive this unity one must necessarily stand apart from the unity itself.”
Given its context and aims, our review is not tainted with the “deep-seated ambivalence” charged by 
Fletcher (2017). We also doubt that other scholars active in conceptualizing CWN/HNC harbor mixed 
feelings about the human relationship with “nature”. Many descriptions of CWN recognize the importance 
of an expanded self-construct which encompasses,and reciprocates with, all life-forms, biotic and abiotic 
(Bragg, 1996; Nisbet, Zelenski, & Murphy 2009; Tam, 2013). For example, Schultz’s (2011) Inclusion of 
Nature in Self Scale, a forerunner to the burgeoning CWN field, defines CWN as the degree to which an 
individual includes “nature” within their cognitive representation of “self ” that creates an interdependence 
with nature (Bragg, Wood, Barton, & Pretty, 2013; Restall & Conrad, 2015).2 Conceptually, these spec-
trums or degree of relationship seek to transcend the human-nature dichotomy highlighted by 
Fletcher (2017).
Problems in praxis
We contend that an important distinction needs to be made between theory and practice, and the extent 
to which CWN is popularized (and thus simplified) for diverse audiences. As Fletcher (2017) posits, it 
is probable that the implementation of environmental education practices perpetuates the “nature-culture” 
divide. In our experience, and as Dickinson (2013) also finds3, formal (e.g. class-based) environmental 
education allows little room for the reflexive orientations and interrogations needed to tackle the “big 
ticket” challenges of the colonizing framing of Eurocentric post-modernity (in creating a nature-culture 
dichotomy) and the “stealth practices” of neoliberalism (Payne, 2016, p. 175). We have observed that 
constraints of time, resources, field excursions, and curricula expectations and trends toward online 
distance learning tend to corral educators back toward traditional (pedagogically familiar and “safe”) 
didactic approaches that preference fact-filled education about “the natural environment” through the 
dominant system (e.g. a materialist or scientific framing/naming lens) of enculturation. Experiential 
exploration and interrogation may be sacrificed alongside the contemplative, reflective and embodied 
practices (as advocated by CWN scholars) needed to motivate personal and social change (Dickinson 
2013; Ashwell 2010 and Zylstra et al., 2014, p. 128 for examples of practices).
Under such scenarios, it is understandable that a praxis for environmental education fails to 
“address the cultural, economic, and political systems that contribute to alienation, notably concerning 
issues…[such as] poverty, racial segregation, cultural alienation, environmental racism, and rampant 
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overconsumption” (Dickinson 2013, p. 330). Similarly, one is unlikely to find reflection on the “polit-
ical and economic structures and forces influencing natural resource use and degradation …partic-
ularly the neoliberal capitalist system” that Fletcher’s (2017, p. 6) hopes for. Whilst we agree with the 
premise, we question how many environmental educators seeking praxis: (i) are aware of their own 
lens and framing; (ii) consider the tackling of systemic behemoths to be within their remit or realm 
of influence; or (iii) believe that tackling such structures and forces with learners is the most effective 
approach for instilling a felt sense of relatedness and responsibility toward all of nature, human and 
non-human.
Problems in perception
Educators may advocate a version of the monistic naturalism articulated by Spinoza (1677/2001) 
that ontologically we are part of nature and do not hold a privileged place in the cosmos. If so, why 
do learners routinely express relationships to nature in terms of “connection” or “disconnection”? 
Why can everyday lived experience oscillate between feeling part of, and separate from, nature? How 
can we reconcile a oneness with nature with humans’ unique and far-reaching capability of acting 
in ways that destroy life on earth? What does “being a part of nature” really mean in thought, feeling 
and action? These are foundational questions that environmental education needs to continuously 
revisit.
As many other authors have long highlighted, “nature” and the conceptual and experiential “human-na-
ture” distinction is complex, multi-layered, deeply-rooted in cultural discourse (including language and 
metaphor) and subjective experience and therefore contains ambiguities, contradictions and inconsis-
tencies that undermine the perception and experience of a more unified human-nature relationship. 
There is a well-recognized gradual Western historical, cultural and psychological split between the 
“in-here” and “out-there” and this dichotomy manifests as the divide we perceive between ourselves and 
non-human nature (Sewall 1999; Dickinson 2013). Einstein was more forthright in his summation that, 
despite Man [sic] being “part of a whole”, “He [sic] experiences himself [sic], his [sic] thoughts and 
feelings as something separated from the rest – a kind of optical delusion in consciousness…a kind of 
prison for us” (in Bekoff, 2014, p. 12).
All this discussion alerts us to a problem of (Westernized) perception wherein lies a persistent dilemma 
of how to reconcile the tripartite dissonance between the background knowing (cognitive) we are bio-
logically and physically part of nature, the sporadic feeling (affective/experiential) of being deeply part 
of nature against our routine destructive individual and collective actions (behavioral) that are at odds 
with a harmonious relationship that would meet human needs and contribute to the persistence of the 
social-ecological system. For example, a study of American adults showed that even people who viewed 
themselves as part of nature still saw natural landscapes as those which were free of human interference 
(Vining, Merrick, & Price, 2008).
We therefore empathize with Fletcher’s (2017) problematizing of “nature” as generally being used in 
opposition to “humans” or “society” and his preference for Latour’s (2004) focus on “assemblages” of 
human and nonhuman “actants”. However, we agree with Castree and Head (2008, p. 1256) in questioning 
whether, however problematic, there is a better way in English to speak for the nonhuman world (noting 
also that many languages do not have an equivalent word for “nature”). This is particularly relevant to 
environmental educators and on-ground practitioners who may be unable to jettison concepts of “nature” 
and “culture” anytime soon. As Payne (2016, p. 175) notes, “the universalizing implications of homoge-
nizing and conflating nature and culture, and their environments, and humans and nonhumans” have 
profound theoretical, pedagogical, and practical implications for environmental education, research and 
policy, especially if “nature” is gradually made invisible or non-existent in the forming of social-ecological 
relationships.
We therefore concur with Cronon and Cronon (1996, p. 22) that “…we must think long and hard 
about the nature we carry inside our heads”. But how can educators explore these “natures” from multiple 
perspectives? What approach can educators use to inclusively frame, guide and navigate disciplinary 
demands without blindly favoring one perspective of “nature” over another?
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Toward a unifying approach
We share many of Fletcher (2017) concerns. However, we believe that CWN/HNC and environmental 
education scholarship would be more effectively served by a meta-framework that enables us to map – as 
a means of highlighting critical “absences” or “silences” (sensu Payne, 2016) – the various ontologi-
cal ~ epistemological ~ methodological terrains which we all inhabit and inevitably move between.
Wilber’s (1995) integral theory appears to provide a more impartial and unifying background approach 
toward addressing social-environmental issues and, ultimately, multiple perspectives on the human-na-
ture relationship. The All Quadrants All Levels (AQAL) model (Figure 1) recognizes four irreducible 
perspectives or dimensions of reality, i.e. subjective, intersubjective, objective, and interobjective, whereby 
the subjective (‘I’) quadrant consists of first-person perspectives (experiential phenomena), the inter-
subjective (‘WE’) consists of second-person moral perspectives (cultural phenomena); the objective (‘IT’) 
consists of third-person scientific and natural perspectives (behavioral phenomena); and the interobjec-
tive (‘ITS’) consists of third-person scientific, political and natural systems perspectives (social 
phenomena).
According to integral theory (and subsequently expounded into “integral ecology”, sensu Esbjörn-
Hargens & Zimmerman, 2009), these four quadrants represent irreducible perspectives that must be 
consulted when attempting to fully understand any issue or aspect of reality (Esbjörn-Hargens & 
Zimmerman, 2009). The quadrants remind us of the dimensions of reality that are present in every 
moment in human and non-human life, and which can equally be viewed from the interior (subjective) 
or exterior (objective) and/or from individual (singular) or collective (plural) perspectives of humans 
and non-humans.
The political ecology standpoint as articulated by Fletcher (2017) and others is primarily situated in 
the lower-right quadrant (Figure 1). This discipline’s emphasis on the socio-political framing of issues, 
power relations within structure and systems, and discourse analysis in addressing environmental prob-
lems is an important perspective and has necessarily broadened discussion on social-ecological matters.
However, critiques have expressed concern about political ecology’s tendency toward overt anthro-
pocentrism – even human exceptionalism – by becoming blind to the ecology in “political ecology”, i.e. 
that political decisions are ultimately shaped by the primordial or “first nature” that existed before humans 
(Payne, 2016; Srinivasan & Kasturirangan, 2016; Menon & Karthik, 2017). From an integral approach, 
what we see here is a privileging of the human perspective, such that all four-quadrants are insufficiently 
addressed through the eyes of non-human nature. To retrieve the agency for the non-human world, it 
has been suggested that more direct engagement with, and immersion in the lives of, the non-human is 
needed, such that we might make the “ontological turn” that allows us to depart from the worlds that we 
inhabit, examine how human-nature relations are co-constituted, and become attentive and sensitive to 
the agency of the non-human world, e.g. how might a plant or animal feel about a proposed action 
(Menon & Karthik, 2017). In drawing on Wilber (2000), Mattson’s (2009) critique of political ecology 
(with specific relevance to environmental education) notes that political ecology has previously demon-
strated bias toward the exterior domains (upper and lower-right quadrants), neglecting the interior human 
dimensions – that Dickinson (2013) advocates and Payne (2016) highlights as an “absence” in critical 
environmental education– such as contemplative self-awareness, values, purpose, meaning, emotional 
expression, deeper sensorial and “somaesthetic” experiences, memories, and reflections on personal and 
cultural connections with nature (Mattson, 2009; Wilber, 2000). These subjectivities are instead often 
reduced to more rational and purportedly objective empirical systemic processes “obscuring a founda-
tional ontological dimension” (Mattson, 2009, p. 222) of the inner human condition and one’s perception 
and experience of the human-nature relationship (upper-left quadrant). It has been recognized that 
political ecology “does not have a unifying notion of human well-being” (Menon & Karthik, 2017). This 
may be in part due to a relative neglect of the individual human experience with non-human nature 
(i.e. psychological and phenomenological, upper-left quadrant) as well as acknowledging the multitude 
of ways that individuals positively respond to contact with non-human nature (i.e. physiological and 
neurological, upper-right quadrant). It is in this realization that the discipline may be able to more con-
structively explore how CWN (which has been positively linked to multiple human well-being benefits, 
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see Zylstra et al., 2014 and, more recently, Bratman, Daily, Levy, & Gross, 2015; Soga & Gaston, 2016; 
Cleary et al., 2017; Ives et al., 2017; as well as the notion of “collective identity”2) might find synergy with 
a political ecology standpoint.
Whilst these interior terrains with which CWN engages are highly relevant, they are in themselves 
also insufficient. In their exploration of integral ecology, Esbjörn-Hargens and Zimmerman (2009) 
address the question of “one with which nature?” and suggest that it depends on at least three ele-
ments: what we mean by “one with” (or “part of ” or “connected with”), which developmental level 
we are operating from (roughly traditional, modern, postmodern) and what we mean by “nature”. 
Specifically,
“Being one with nature” can refer to a particular kind of experience, a specific set of behaviors, a certain type of 
relationship with other beings, or a particular role within eco-social systems. In fact, an individual can be one with 
nature in all 4 terrains: behavior, experience, cultural, and systems. It is possible to feel one with nature but not 
act as one with nature. It is possible to be part of systems that are one with nature but a member of a culture that 
is not, and so on. We need a “tetra-mesh” understanding of “being one with nature”. It is not enough to have only 
a phenomenological experience of unity with the natural world (Esbjörn-Hargens & Zimmerman, 2009, p. 277).
It is therefore imperative to also examine the lower-left quadrant of “WE” (Figures 1 and 2) and explore 
the extent to which intersubjective experiences – as informed by cultures and worldviews – influence 
the human-nature relationship. This speaks directly to Payne’s (2016) desire to see ontological ~ episte-
mological belief and faith systems, traditions, and cosmologies better addressed in environmental edu-
cation. Exploring this quadrant also responds to Dickinson’s (2013, p. 331) call for encouraging learners 
and educators alike to “step outside the story into which we have been cast…and enter into a story with 
a different plot” (Cronon & Cronon 1996, p. 22) by recognizing the underlying cultural beliefs that 
problematize the so-called “nature-deficit disorder” or “disconnect” and the ways in which we enact 
environmental education with particular social-cultural framings.
Figure 1. The four quadrant model as applied to the human-nature relationship from the human perspective (adapted from esbjörn-
hargens & Zimmerman, 2009; Wilber, 1995).
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Ambivalence about the human-nature relationship and our “connection” to it may therefore arise 
when we conflate terrains (i.e. quadrants) and lack clarity on which terrain we are situated in or speaking 
for. In a praxis for environmental education, ambivalence may also surface when we assume we are 
pedagogically engaged with a purportedly “objective” scientific view of the human-nature relationship 
(e.g. the “exteriors” of the upper left and upper-right quadrants) but may in fact be conveying a worldview 
(lower left intersubjective quadrant) that is at odds with learner’s own worldviews (e.g. from religious or 
cultural backgrounds with a contrasting view of the human-nature relationship or even of human origins 
and creation itself). In summary and, as Payne (2016, p. 172) observes:“EE has been notoriously silent 
about the practical, material/theological, symbolic/ritualized, everyday role of religion”.
The integral framework therefore serves as a map – a conceptual reminder – of which perspectives 
we are privileging at the possible expense of others. “Realities” are understood as a dynamic interaction 
between the who, how and what, whereby different approaches to ecology are the result of a spectrum 
of perspectives (“the who”); using a variety of methods (“the how”); to explore different aspects of the 
four terrains (“the what”; Esbjörn-Hargens & Zimmerman, 2009).
Similarly, it allows us to position the plethora of perceived problems in a way that helps orient 
which disciplinary lens or methodology may be best placed to spearhead dialog and possible solutions 
(Figure 2). For example, in promoting a political ecology of environmental education, Fletcher (2017) 
positions problems and solutions in the lower-right quadrant whilst Dickinson (2013), in advocating 
for alternatives alongside contemporary natural science approaches and discourses, is primarily 
seeking to elevate the importance of the interior dimensions, particularly the upper-left quadrant, 
while reflecting on causes found in the lower-left quadrant. Methodological pluralism is therefore 
required to integrate and embrace alternative perspectives so as to overcome the tendency of only 
doing research, practice and thereby praxis according to one’s preferred lens (Esbjörn-Hargens & 
Zimmerman, 2009).
Figure 2. The four terrains of social-ecological problems (with example issues) using the four-quadrant model of integral theory 
(adapted from mattson 2009).
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Integral ecology therefore provides a transparent framework for acknowledging, categorizing and 
weaving fragmented perspectives on the human-nature relationship by accounting for the diverse worl-
dviews within individuals, communities, and cultures – each with its specific form of mutual under-
standing (Esbjörn-Hargens & Zimmerman, 2009). In a sense, it allows for the legitimate coexistence of 
multiple opposing realities.
Integral ecology highlights that the environment and its various dimensions are revealed differently 
depending on the mode of inquiry used to investigate it and so supports us in becoming increasingly reflective 
of what we are engaging with, who we are as we are engaging, and how we are doing the looking (Esbjörn-
Hargens & Zimmerman, 2009). Specifically, it allows for greater epistemological pluralism and shines a light 
on the often neglected importance of personal experience, meaning-making, moral development and evo-
lution of consciousness as part of a cognitive-affective-behavioral transformation that is critical in addressing 
the problems spawned by cultural conditioning and systemic structures (Esbjörn-Hargens & Zimmerman, 
2009; Mattson, 2009; Wilber, 2000). In effect, integral ecology is an ecology of perspectives that unites con-
sciousness, culture, and nature in service of sustainability (Esbjörn-Hargens & Zimmerman, 2009).
For all its merit, the integral theory approach is not immune to critique. In his commentary on integral 
ecology, Greenway (2011, p. 159) ultimately asks “can a bigger map save us?” Specifically, questions arise 
as to who the map is for and how we can realistically expect environmental educators to embrace such 
an approach in praxis. Environmental education appears to be increasingly tasked with any or all of: 
improving eco-literacy, field awareness and local place-based ecological knowledge; building skills and 
capacity for addressing complex environmental issues; fostering critical thinking reassessing cultural 
and historic narratives, reflection and participation; encouraging sustainable action through informed 
lifestyle choices; cultivating personal growth; and empowering learners to make pro-active contributions 
toward positive social-political change (Zylstra et al. 2014; Ashwell 2010). Across this vast and scattered 
portfolio, there is a real danger of environmental education “becoming a salvation narrative for the 
twenty-first century, aiming to address all the issues in the world” (Ashwell, 2010, p. 45).
Indeed, should these increasingly all-encompassing demands be laid at the feet of the already mar-
ginalized and overburdened environmental education sector? From an integral perspective, education 
should never be separated from its environs, its place and its context: education is always situational 
(Gruenewald, 2003, 2005). In this respect, we advance Fletcher’s (2017) charge that “connection with 
nature is an oxymoron” by using the same logic to suggest that “environmental education” is equally 
contradictory. If we are committed to healing fractured approaches then we need curriculum-wide 
integral education that explores experiential-behavioral-cultural-systemic perspectives within and across 
all terrains of the social-ecological spectrum.
Ultimately, all human behavior, cultural worldviews, systems and representations of “truth” and “real-
ity” are grounded in – and are expressions of – direct human experience. Since the interiors feed and 
inform the exteriors, we cannot describe a world that is not within human experience/awareness while 
we have no way of being outside of it. A focus on individual/personal and collective/group consciousness 
(i.e. awareness as formed through cumulative experiences) is thus self-evident and needs to be elevated 
in any approach that seeks durable social-ecological change. This characterizes noetic ecology: a field that 
elevates the primacy of consciousness to rigorously explore the full range of human experience - including 
different ways of knowing and relating with all “nature”.
Ultimately, we trust that any such approach furthers dialog and understanding of the multiple perspectives 
brought to bear on human-nature relatedness and to illuminate those being marginalized. As Greenway 
(2011, p. 163) also hopes, it may invite “our participation, encouraging a “coalescence of minds” – perhaps 
a guide out of the splintered prison the dualistic program makes of our place…on this earth.” How our sense 
of connectedness with all nature coalesces within and beyond this program remains to be seen.
Notes
 1.  Contrary to Fletcher’s (2017, p. 4) claim that “the CWN perspective tends to confuse a culturally specific worldview 
for the human condition in general”, we state in our review’s methods section (see Zylstra et al., 2014, p. 121). that:
   There is a general bias in literature toward Western conceptualizations of CWN, noting however that “Western” is 
an imprecise term which can be variously defined according to context. In this paper, we use “Western” to refer to 
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the culture and philosophical tradition that has its historical roots in early European cultures (e.g., Greco-Roman, 
Germanic), Judaic and Christian values and Enlightenment thinking and that has shaped Anglo-European and 
North American society. This review, therefore, primarily focuses on CWN as relevant to persons socialized to 
middle-class Western values on the basis that it is widely accepted that the Western culture is largely responsible 
for fueling and exacerbating humanity’s separation from nature. However, since Western culture (and its discourse) 
has been exported through colonization and globalization, Western (and Westernized) worldviews are no longer 
geographically confined to Europe and its former colonies. In this regard, implications of this review are cross-cul-
turally relevant, particularly since contemporary CWN draws much inspiration from non-Western (e.g., Eastern, 
Indigenous) traditions (Zylstra et al., 2014, p. 121).This does not imply that Westernized or non-Westernized worl-
dviews are unitary, homogonous or monolithic nor that all non-Western approaches may necessarily guide CWN 
application.
 2.  The CWN construct is more than cognitive and conceptual: it also widely considered to include affective (e.g. emo-
tional bonds with nature sensu Kals, Schumacher, & Montada, 1999; Mayer & Frantz, 2004; Tam, 2013), experiential 
(e.g. frequency, familiarity and comfort in nature, sensu Menon & Karthik, 2009), behavioral dimensions (intention 
and commitment to act responsibly toward the natural environment sensu Frantz & Mayer, 2014; Kollmuss & 
Agyeman, 2002; Restall & Conrad, 2011). Collective identity has also been highlighted for inclusion on the basis of 
‘nature’ being a shared community to which humans belong, sensu Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; 
Restall and Conrad, (2015). See Zylstra et al., (2014) for a review of the CWN construct.
 3.  As Dickinson (2013, p. 318–319) highlights, we also wish to emphasize that:
   Environmental education (EE) initiatives vary greatly, with radically diverse approaches and assumptions about 
human-nature relationships. A plethora of EE and nature-related programs abound - from mainstream… sci-
ence-based EE curricula to less traditional human-nature reconciliation initiatives.
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